It is important that you recognize that there have been some alterations to the original text, most of which were unintentional. A majority of variant readings go back to times when a scribe made an error in the transcription of a book; however, there are even a few times when the text was actually altered. The science and art of textual criticism is attempting to return to the original text. Because of the fact that there are alterations and mistakes, one must also consider this: how much of my Old Testament can I trust? Given that much of the Old Testament has been around for 3000 years, is there any resemblance between the original text and what we have today?
There are several important questions that we must study in relation to Old Testament textual criticism: (1) How much corruption of the original text took place? (2) Were there actual, intentional changes made to the text and do we have any idea as to what those changes were? (3) What kinds of errors were made in copying the original manuscripts and how do we know? (4) Which manuscripts do we have, in what languages, and what is their relative importance? (5) How was the text of the Old Testament transmitted? (6) Of what importance are the Dead Sea Scrolls? (7) Of what importance are the ancient translations of the Old Testament? (8) Why did God allow His Word to become corrupt? (9) How or why do we choose one reading over another reading (which is the essence of textual criticism)?
Now you may wonder, why Textual Criticism: the Old Testament? Why not simply study Textual Criticism? We are talking two very different sciences. Whereas there are in excess of 24,000 Greek New Testament manuscripts, we have not even a tenth of that number of Hebrew manuscripts. Furthermore, we only have a handful of essentially complete Old Testament manuscripts. Whereas with the New Testament, we need only be concerned with one language, Greek; in the Old Testament, we have a relatively small number of Hebrew manuscripts which are much later than their translated counterparts. And the rules or customs associated with the copying of a manuscript were much more exacting for the Old Testament than the New. So, even though there are certainly overlaps between the science of textual criticism of both the Old and New Testament's, there are enough differences to warrant separate doctrines. a. The word Sopherim does not come from the Hebrew word to write but comes from the Hebrew word to ñ È ô Ç count. To be more precise, the Hebrew word is çâphar (ø ) [pronounced saw-FAHR], which means, in the Qal, to number (Gen. 15:5 Lev. 15:13 23:16); in the Qal participle, it is often rendered scribe (II Sam. 8:17 2Kings 22:9-10), and in the Piel, it means to recall, to recount, to enumerate, to declare, to celebrate (Ex. 9:16 Judges 6:13 Job 15:17). Properly, this word properly means to engrave, to cut into a stone, which, therefore means to write. It has come to mean to count, to recount. I would not be surprised if the functions of the Scribe (counting the letters and words) lent this meaning of to count to çâphar rather than the other way around. Strong's #5608 BDB #707. b. We will study the famous emendations of the Sopherim later in this doctrine. 2. The Zugoth (or pairs of textual scholars) were custodians of God's Word in the second and first centuries B.C. 3 . The Tannaim (meaning repeaters, teachers) preserved the Old Testament up until 200 A.D. They also preserved the Midrash (meaning textual interpretation), the Tosefta (meaning addition) and the Talmud (which means instruction). The Talmud was compiled between 100-500 A.D. (it was based upon Jewish teachings between 300 B.C. and 500 A.D.). The Talmud was broken down into two parts: the Mishnah (or, repetitions, explanation, teaching) and the Gemara (or, the matter to be learned). These Tannaim preserved both the Old Testament and the teachings of the rabbis which had been collected to that point. These texts have several quotations from the Mosaic Law, which is substantially the same as the Masoretic text which has come down to us. a. Geisler and Nix combine these previous groups into one and refer to them as the Sopherim and credit them with custodianship of God's Word between 500 B.C. and circa 200 A.D. b. The Jews had a great deal of faith in the inspiration of their Scriptures: Flavius Josephus, the famous 1 century Jewish historian, wrote: We have given practical proof of our reverence for our own st
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Scriptures. For, although such long ages have now passed, no one has ventured either to add, or to removed, or to alter a syllable; and it is an instinct with every Jew, from the day of his birth, to regard them as the decrees of God, to abide by them, and, if need be, cheerfully to die for them.
2 c. There is a theory which I have read in several of my sources that the manuscripts of the Old Testament were standardized around 100 A.D. and that all deviant manuscripts were destroyed. 4 . The Talmudists preserved the text between 100-500 A.D. ISBE suggests that there was an accepted text at this time; that is, the variants were eliminated and an accepted manuscript was assembled. Their reasoning, in part, appears to be based upon the obvious errors which are repeated in subsequent texts. 5. The Samaritans are those from the northern kingdom who established and practiced a separate and corrupt form of Judaism. They believed the Pentateuch to be canonical, but apparently not the rest of Old Testament Scripture. They were not a continuation of the Talmudists or the predecessors of the Masorites; they would be considered a different branch altogether, but stemming from the 4 or 5 centuries B.C. Apparently, they th th maintained a copy of the Law in a temple on Mount Gerizim I Shechem for some time. Our oldest copy of Josh McDowell, The New Evidence That Demands a Verdict; Thomas Nelson Publishers, Nashville; ©1999, p. 76. 2 this manuscript dates back to 1100-1200 A.D. We believe it to ultimately be based upon manuscripts which 3 date back to the time of the Maccabeans. There are certainly differences between the Masoretic text and the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the reasons will be found in the section on variants. 6. The Masorites preserved the Old Testament text between 500-900 B.C. The name Masoretes comes from masora, which means oral tradition. a. These Jewish scholars gave the Old Testament text its final form. b. There were two principal independent schools or centers of Masoretes-in Babylon and in Palestine, and there appear to have been two major groups within Palestine. i. The output from the Babylonian Masorites appears to have been given the widest distribution. They developed a vocalization of the Scriptures known as supralinear, which means above the text, as did the Palestinian Massorites. ii. However, it was the work of the Tiberian Masorites (Tiberias is in Palestine) which was accepted as the most authoritative throughout the Jewish world. They employed an infralinear system of pronunciation (the vowel points were all below the line, with the exception of the cholem). c. The Jews were scattered throughout the world and no longer occupied their native Jerusalem. d. Hebrew had become a dead language. It was spoken in the synagogues when the Old Testament was read, but Jews in general did not speak, read or write Hebrew. Even Aramaic, the language in which some of the margin notes of the ancient manuscripts was written, had become a dead language. e. The primary task of the Masoretes was to preserve the consonantal text of the Old Testament, which was a continuation of the work of the scribes. However, there were several other responsibilities concerning the text that they preserved: i. The Masorites recognized the importance of standardizing the text and adding vowel points so that the text could continue to be read aloud. There were actually three different vocalizations which were produced, but the Tiberian system established itself as supreme. In other words, we do not 4 know exactly how the original Hebrew was pronounced. The speech habits and common dialects of the areas in which these three systems were developed certainly weighed in heavily with respect to the pronouncing of these words. However, there are some today (e.g., Paul Kahle) who maintain that the Masorites of Tiberias endeavored to produce pronunciations which were as faithful as possible to the original Hebrew. ii. The scribes had filled the margins with notes (called the Massorah) in both Hebrew and Aramaic.
They had apparently added certain marks and had written letters in peculiar ways and some of their additions were not even understood. Nevertheless, the Masorites carefully included these additions. iii. There were a number of instances where the text would read one way, but it would be read aloud in another. The Masorites had to indicate in the text that the favored reading was this, but that the actual text read differently. These instances were known as permanent Qere's.
(1) The most common instance is with respect to the sacred name of God, Y howah. Over time, e even the actual pronunciation of Y howah had been lost because the Jew would not e pronounce His Name when reading aloud in the synagogue. It had become customary to read Adonai instead. Our current most common pronunciation, Jehovah, is a combination of the Anglicization of the original consonants YHWH combined with the vowels of Adonai. With a àÁ ðã ) [pronounced uh-doh-NAY], and É È first person singular suffix (my Lord), the word is gãdônây (é these apparently are from whence come the inserted vowels. So, the text reads YHWH, which has come to be pronounced Jehovah, Yahweh and Y howah. However, it is not generally e pronounced by the Jew when His Name is read aloud in the synagogue-they will read Adonai instead. pronoun. The Masorites did not know if the masculine gender pronoun could be applied to 5 males or to females, and thus take on a feminine verb. The Masorites made a note of this. 6 (3) There are 1300 instances in Scripture (apart from those mentioned), where the text is written in one way, but typically read in another. These instances are noted by the Masorites. There are times when the qere is correct (which is how the text is typically read aloud) and there are times when the kethibh is correct (the way the disputed consonants in question are written in the text). Rather than making the decision that the text should be read this way or that, the Masorites provided us with both opinions. (4) A fourth uninteresting but very time-consuming responsibility that the Masorites took upon themselves was to indicate where the emphasis should be placed on a word when the Scripture is chanted (or, canted) . This is known as cantillation. (5) Whereas the consonantal text was quite consistent from manuscript to manuscript, the Massorah and the extra markings were not. (6) It is just possible that these various instances intrigued you, and you are wondering, how is it possible for me to know where these readings are? Rotherham's Emphasized Bible is filled with footnotes which say, written ___ but read ___. f.
The Masoretes were every bit as particular about transmitting the Hebrew text as those who went 7 before them. i.
The counted the number of times that each letter of Scripture occurred in each book. ii. They knew the middle letter of the Pentateuch and the middle letter of the Old Testament.
iii. There were a whole host of things which were counted and placed, and they had a set of mnemonics which helped them to remember these various totals and placements. iv. They did practice a certain amount of textual criticism even then and had a unique way of dealing with words they suspected as being corrupt in the text. g. Just as we reference specific manuscripts which we possess all or part of, the Masoretes also referred back to particular manuscripts, e.g. as the manuscripts out of Jericho, Jerusalem, Sinai and Babylon and the one produced by Rabbi Hillel. We know of these manuscripts only through the references made by the Masoretes. h. Around the 10 century A.D., two primary traditions arose-these appear to both be in Tiberias-one th following the ben Asher family and the other following the ben Naphtali family. The differences between these two sets of Masorete manuscripts were noted in various extinct and semi-extinct lists and 875 of them were collected and published by Mishael ben Uzziel. Most of the differences have to do with the pronunciation and the accents, which differences are immaterial to the meaning of the text. In other words, even though we have differences between the groups of texts produced by the Masorites, even those differences are fairly inconsequential. There were no important differences in the consonantal texts. i.
Because of a bold statement made by Moses Maimonides (1135-1204) in one of his books, the Tiberias version of the Masoretic text began to be generally accepted as the authoritative text. j.
The particular text that Moses Maimonides approved is thought to have been taken to Aleppo and kept there by the Sephardic synagogue. 7. One interesting fact about these various groups is that they did not accord the same reverence to the age of a manuscript that we do. In fact, they felt just the opposite. I quoted this, as it was not clear to me as to whether this was a vowel sound which was typically pronounced with the word or whether we are referring to a consonant which acted like a vowel which was typically added. In any case, we have a problem with the gender of the pronoun not matching the gender of the verb. This is not a reference to the gender-neutral use of the masculine pronoun, a feature of most languages. 6 Or, anal, if you would. 7 or imperfect copy was at once condemned as unfit for use. Once a new manuscript was completed and 8 verified as accurate, an older manuscript which had become worn and unreadable in places would be destroyed. The scribes had enough confidence in their copied manuscripts to destroy the older manuscripts. a. I should point out that there are some who believe that the Bible was tampered with; that some religious organization got a hold of it an made wholesale changes in Scripture in order to get across this theological idea or that. When I was young, I was taught that all of the references to reincarnation were removed from Scripture and that there were all of these hidden books which should have been put into the Bible but were not. b. These assertions are generally made by people whose academic skills in this realm are sorely lacking.
I've gone online and found people who assert the Catholic church made wholesale changes to Scripture in order to promulgate their own doctrines. This is completely false. We have the Old and New Testaments translated into a number of different languages sent out in a number of different directions, so that the Catholic church, even though it became large and even vicious, was not the only church in town. It may have dominated some areas and even some countries, but we have manuscripts of the Bible (primarily the New Testament) which pre-date the Catholic church; or were associated with completely different traditions and churches, which are barely different. When the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered, we did not find out new, hidden information which scribes had destroyed over the years; we found out that the Old Testament Scriptures, as handed down by the Masorites, had changed very little over the period of 1000 years. c. What is important to know is, there has never been a discovery of any ancient Bible manuscript which differed fundamentally from existing manuscripts; and there has never been a discovery of an ancient Bible manuscript which differed in doctrine from what we have come to believe. d. In comparing the MT to the Dead Sea Scrolls, we find that the Bible was transmitted much more accurately over this period of 1000 years than Shakespear has been over the past few hundred years. Even though Shakespear wrote after the advent of the printing press, there are a whole host of disputed readings in Shakespear upon which whole plot turns and twists depend upon. There are barely a handful of secondary doctrines that one might call into question based upon differences of various Old and New Testament manuscripts. In fact, the only example I can come up with is, at the end of the book of Mark, there is about half of a chapter which was added which asserts that the disciples of Christ would pick up dead snakes and drink deadly poison and not be hurt. Textual criticism clearly has shown that this passage was an addition made several hundred years after the writing of the book of Mark. e. What we find in Scripture are much greater differences in the various English translations than we have between ancient manuscripts. For instance, some English translations appear to support Christian mysticism and ecstatic spiritual experiences (James Moffatt Translation, JPS-Tanakh, NAB, NJB, NRSV, REB, TEV), whereas, most do not. f. This is particularly true of the New Testament (not our topic here), as we have 24,000+ partial and full ancient manuscripts of the New Testament. There is no way that you can assert that any organization, large or small, came along and made vast doctrinal changes to Scripture in order to support this viewpoint or that. There is absolutely no historical or archeological evidence to support such an opinion. There is no definitive manuscript of the Old Testament which we can base our exegesis upon. There are several texts which are listed below. What separates their writing from mine is that they are 100% accurate in all matters historical and theological. ii. The various books of the Old Testament canon were composed over a period of thousands of years. Therefore, an older book would have been copied and recopied many times prior to the writing of a more recent book. For instance, portions the book of Genesis were written easily two thousand years prior to portions of the book of Chronicles. So, once we had an autograph of the book of Chronicles, we no longer had an autograph of the book of Genesis. iii. Some books were not authored by simply one author. It is clear that the book of Genesis and the book of Samuel were written by several authors. We do not know exactly what was the process of assembling these books. The book of Genesis appears to be a book that one author would lay down and another would pick up. However, there are some additions made to this book after the original portion had been written. Did Moses assemble the final edition of Genesis (which would make it completely inspired)? Did a scribe later add this bit of information or that bit of information, which would then be considered a corruption of the text? iv. The result is that we have this idealized concept of an autograph which has actually never existed.
It is actually more of a bit of shorthand rather than anything else. We refer back to what was in the autographs, whether they actually existed or not. c. So, why do we make reference to a non-existent text? Such an original manuscript exists before God,
and part of what we would like to do is to set up a system for determining, as closely as possible, the text of this theoretical manuscript. d. What did exist, at one time, were autographs of the various individual books of the Old Testament. 2. Until the translation of the Septuagint, we do not know if there were any complete Old Testament manuscripts in one place. We see the Old Testament as one unit. However, in the ancient world, this was a collection of books which, although they were understood to be the Word of God, it was unclear as to which books were and which were not. Therefore, at any given time in any given place, we are not assured that we ever had a full collection of each and every Old Testament book. Some of the unevenness of the translation of the Septuagint could be based upon the fact that the manuscripts of some books were better than the manuscripts of others. 3. Before we examine the extant manuscripts of the Old Testament, we should discuss why there are so few, as compared with the New Testament. a. The early writing materials were scrolls made from animal hides. Being organic and over 2500 years old, the vast majority of these skins can be expected to have deteriorated to dust. b. We have a theory that when the Masorites completed and corrected a new manuscript, they would destroy the older manuscript upon which it was based. Generally, the purpose of creating the new manuscript was to replace the old one. When an older manuscript began to deteriorate to the point where portions were difficult to read, then a new manuscript was of necessity created. c. Every synagogue had its geniza, whose root means to hide. In these genizas, documents and manuscripts which were no longer of value were kept until they could be buried in consecrated ground. Therefore, many valuable manuscripts found there way first to the geniza and then they were buried, sometimes with revered men. This same page covers in great detail the concept of writing without vowels and how the meaning of the text can be preserved even without the vowels.
(1) I should add that there were actually several groups who added vowel points. , the Jew had no permanent home, although they maintained their religious and racial identity. iv. There was a Talmudic to be a tradition of destroying manuscripts which were flawed. v. It even appears that the Masoretes themselves, after producing several good manuscripts with vowel points, allowing for the Hebrew to be spoken, would destroy deviating manuscripts as did those from the Talmud era. 6. Texts from the Talmudic period (300 B.C.-500 A.D.):
a. First of all, we have no manuscripts which date back prior to the Babylonian captivity (586 B.C.). b. There are the synagogue rolls; that is, manuscripts which were designed to be used in the synagogue (primarily for oral readings). i. These were written on the skins of clean animals which had been prepared specifically for use in the synagogue by a Jew. ii. The ink used had to be black, although other inks certainly existed at that time. iii. No word or letter was to be copied from memory, not even a yodh ( é). iv. There were an additional dozen rules which, although they did not necessarily act to preserve the 20 text, they certainly indicated the seriousness involved in copying a new manuscript. c. There were copies of the Old Testament which were for personal use and were not read from publically in the synagogues. i. My guess that if a manuscript above got screwed up in any way, then it became a private copy. Certainly, private copies must have been made specially. Although these copies were not made followed the same litany of rules as the synagogue copies, we can rest assured that they were very accurately reproduced. ii. As you may write notes in the margins of your Bible, so it was with these private copies.
iii. These private manuscripts often took the form of a codex, meaning that they were more like a book than a roll. v. It is theorized that there were private groups who provided manuscripts for a fee. So, rather than go to Jerusalem for an official copy (which would have been extremely expensive), it is theorized that groups like those who held the Dead Sea Scrolls possibly provided copies of various books for a price. It would still be expensive, but far less than buying an official copy. These manuscripts, although reproduced with great care, may not be up to the standards that we would hope, which would better explain many of the errors found in the Old Testament manuscripts. There would be times when these other manuscripts would be depended upon, in full or in part, for the production of a new manuscript. It is actually not until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls (see below) that we have any evidence of this theory. d. Prior to 1947, the oldest Old Testament manuscripts in our possession could be dated circa 100 A.D.
Since these manuscripts date 1400 years after the closing of the Hebrew canon, obviously their accuracy was questioned. Apparently, texts of the Talmudic era were first discovered in 1947-1956 among the Dead Sea Scrolls. It was this discovery which gave us manuscripts as much as 1000 years older than those in our possession up until that time. Because of their great importance, we are going to cover the Dead Sea Scrolls as a separate topic. Although originally hailed as being superior to the MT, the Samaritan text was dismissed in the early 19 th century as worthless, because of the few changes made to the text to favor northern Israel. We recognize it today as being an important source when it comes to determining the original text. g. Generally speaking, when the Samaritan text and the Septuagint are in agreement with one another, then that is a superior reading to the MT.
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Topic Three: The Dead Sea Scrolls This is not best manuscript, however. It had been obviously used extensively, as some letters and words were rewritten, meaning that they had faded with use. It was apparent that this was a poorly written manuscript to begin with, as several words were erased or crossed out, and other inserted or written over the old text. The corrections of a word or letter appear to have been done in the same hand as the original manuscript; however, longer corrections were apparently done by someone else. 
Return to Topics
Return to the Chart and Map Index 13. Josh McDowell has another chart which gives us the number of manuscripts or pieces of manuscripts that 23 were found. His numbers are obviously different from the chart above; however, his book is more recent and certainly more of these scraps have been identified. Obviously, they favored the books of Genesis, Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Daniel and the Psalms.
Qumran Manuscripts of Books of the Old Testament
Return to Topics
Return to the Chart and Map Index 14. In total, there were 40,000 fragments of manuscripts discovered, which were identified as some 500 books.
Obviously, we discovered a great deal more about the time period between 200 B.C. and 100 A.D. from these writings. 15. Now, we cannot simply say, these are older texts, and therefore they are better. Recall our difficulties with Isaiah A and Isaiah B-the former agrees more with the LXX than it does with the MT, and the latter tends to agree more with the MT. At Qumran, we had a gathering of people who brought with them what mattered most, their manuscripts. A private person would not have necessarily owned the most accurate manuscript nor would the care given to copying been as great and as formalized. Some of the texts that they brought would have had a considerable number of errors from careless copyists, and these errors had simply been perpetuated throughout the years. 16. Related to the Dead Sea Scrolls are the Murabba'at Discoveries, which are caves southeast of Bethlehem.
In these caves, excavations having begun in 1952, we have unearthed most of the scroll of the Minor Prophets (from the latter half of Joel through to Haggai), which is very close to the Masoretic text. Letters which were found there could be precisely dated in the 2 century A.D., which tells us that the manuscripts nd are that age or older. 17. The Geniza of Cairo: There are also hundreds of Biblical manuscripts which have been recently discovered in genizas (rooms in synagogues where old and defective manuscripts of various types were placed). An Abraham Firkovitch was an expert at ransacking old synagogues and their genizas, although he was generally very secretive of the source of his material. Paul Kahle believes that many of the manuscripts which Firkovitch has discovered have come from the geniza of the Cairo Synagogue, which synagogue had been established in 882 A.D. in a building which had previously been a Christian church. The geniza of this synagogue had been forgotten and walled up for a time. The synagogue, realizing the value of these manuscripts, ceased burying them, and sold quite a number of manuscript fragments to the Cambridge University Library in 1896. An amazing number of fragments came out of this geniza-200,000 in total (some of these were simply contracts which bore the name of God a. On several occasions, the Jews were removed from the Land of Promise. On several occasions, Jews moved from one place to another. As they moved, either of their own free will or because of force, they would take with them their Sacred Scriptures. Each collection of manuscripts in a different physical location which was propagated essentially established another family of manuscripts.
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As the Jews moved around, and as various peoples moved into their land, their language changed. In the Near East, Jews began to speak Aramaic; in Hellenistic centers (e.g., Alexandria, Egypt), they spoke Greek. Therefore, they needed the Old Testament in the language that they spoke. a. Generally, the translators work from older manuscripts than we have access to. b. The translators often have a better idea of the corresponding meanings of works, as the languages are not so far separated in time. Therefore, the LXX or the Vulgate often provide us with extremely important information concerning the meaning of certain words or phrases. c. Just as we can familiarize ourselves with the strengths and weaknesses of various ancient Hebrew manuscripts, we can do the same with various ancient translations. Therefore, we know, for instance, that there is great word-for-word accuracy in the Pentateuch in the LXX, and much less accuracy in the book of Isaiah. d. We recognize that there are specific types of problems with the transmission of the Hebrew text (e.g., the confounding of certain letters). A translation in Greek or Latin often makes it possible for us to recognize precisely the mistake that was made. When we can categorically identify a particular mistake, we are much more confident of the correct reading of any given passage. we find that a librarian at Alexandria, Demetrius Phalereus, persuaded Ptolemy II Philadelphus to authorize a translation of the Torah into Greek so that the Alexandrian Jews could read it. Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-246 B.C.) was the second ruler of Ptolemaic Egypt, one of the pieces into which of Alexander's great kingdom had been divided into following his death. Philadelphus then appealed to the High Priest at Jerusalem, who then sent 72 elders to Alexandria with a copy of the Law. According to this letter, 6 translators were taken from each of the 12 tribes of Israel and they completed the translation in just 72 days. They then read this translation before the Jewish community to great applause, and then presented the translation to the king. First of all, given the way that translations have been received throughout the years, we know that a lot of this recollection is just so much crap. This account is by tradition and probably a great portion of it is false. We know this to be false simply because part of the tradition is that these 70 (or 72) translators were placed in groups in separate rooms and that they produced identical translations of the Pentateuch, although they worked independently.
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In any case, the Septuagint derives its name from this tradition; and no doubt that portions of the tradition are true. f.
From the information I have gathered, it appears as though just the Law had been translated initially, and that the other books were translated later; however, no later than 117 B.C., according to Gooding, as the grandson of Sira makes reference to them in the prologue. Gooding says that the apocrypha 32 was completed by the Christian era. g. There were actually several types of Greek being spoken then. As Alexander the Great went and conquered the lands around him, his Greek would certainly have been mixed with the language of those l.
Although we occasionally run across profound differences between the Greek and Hebrew text, these differences rarely affect the interpretation of Old Testament doctrine. Our brethren from the first 3 centuries of the Christian era used the Septuagint almost exclusively. m. Just like the Massoretic texts, there are several Septuagint manuscripts and fragments; therefore, there is some disagreement from text to text. Interestingly enough, the manuscripts which we possess had actually been preserved by Christians rather than by Jews, who apparently lost interest in the Septuagint. n. The translation of the Septuagint would be like divvying out portions of the Hebrew Scriptures to the translators of the NASB, the KJV, the NLT, the TEV, as well as to Phillips and Rotherham, and then assembling the final product as the Septuagint. Some portions are slavishly literal (e.g., the Law of Moses) while others are heavily paraphrased (the Writings). o. We find the greatest differences in Joshua, 1Samuel, 1Kings, Proverbs, Esther and Jeremiah. In general, the Pentateuch (the Torah) is rendered very literally and the writings (the Kethuvim) are much more free-form. In Brenton's opinion, the Pentateuch is the most carefully rendered, and Isaiah is the least. On the one hand, there is no reason to think that they intentionally misrepresented Old Testament Scripture; on the other hand, there are those of that era who acknowledged the imperfections of the Septuagint. Jesus ben Sirach was the grandson of one ot the translators. In a prologue, he wrote:
38
For the same things expressed in Hebrew have not an equal force when translated into another language. Not only so, but even the Law and the prophecies and the rest of the books differ not a little as to the things said in them.
39 p. One problem in translating these Scriptures was that there were theologically-specific words in the Hebrew. They may not have begun that way, but they became theologically-specific words. The translators of the Septuagint did not always have words that exactly corresponded to these Hebrew words, as these types of doctrines were not a part of their religions or theologies. q. Another problem is that there were very likely 70 or 72 translators. We would reasonably assume that their work was split up, which would account for the Scriptures to be unevenly rendered. Some translators would be intent upon a word-for-word rendering, while others would prefer to convey the gist of any given passage (as we have today). r.
A third problem in the translation of the Septuagint is the manuscripts from which it was taken. Despite the fact that the translation of the Septuagint was made nearly 2500 years ago and therefore from older manuscripts that we have today, the age of the manuscript does not insure the accuracy of the manuscript. It is simply one measure. Probably some of the manuscripts from which they worked were outstanding; and others were okay, given their age. Interestingly enough, the order of the Septuagint was different than that of the Jewish text, which was separated into the Torah, the Neviim and the Kethuvim. The book order in the Septuagint is the same order which we use today. u. This translation was designed more for the common people to read and possibly to be read in the synagogues; the Septuagint was not designed for serious, exegetical study. Again, given the large group of translators and lack of cohesion, some did make an attempt to provide a very literal translation, capable of in-depth, scholarly studies. Other translators just wanted to produce something which was easy to read (it would be read in the synagogues) which convey the same general meaning. v. Certain terms and phrases from the Septuagint were adopted by the evangelists and writers of the New Testament. w. Although there are a few who believe in the divine inspiration of the Septuagint (their feelings are probably similar to some who believe that the KJV is the only worthwhile English translation), it is clear that the New Testament authorities did not. Sometimes, the Apostles quoted directly from the Septuagint and sometimes they did not. When they did not, there are times when their rendering was closer to the Hebrew text than the Septuagint. x. However, given its obvious shortcomings, the final product was a scholarly if uneven work which provides one of the greatest witnesses to the accuracy of the Masoretic text. Given that there were a thousand years that transpired between the translation of the Septuagint and the creation of the Masorete manuscripts which we use today, we would expect some differences. y. Most of the 250 citations of the Old Testament made in the New come from the LXX. Luke, the New Testament author who spoke the Greek language, used the LXX more often than any other writer in Acts and Luke; Matthew, who probably spoke Aramaic primarily, used the LXX the least often (and the book of Matthew contains a lot of Old Testament quotations). z. One of the greatest benefits to the ancient world of the Septuagint, besides having Scripture in the Greek language, was that it was easy to translate into other languages from the Greek. For this reason, the Greek Septuagint was taken everywhere by Christian missionaries and stood next to the Greek New Testament as one whole. The Bible was subsequently translated into many ancient languages, including Coptic, Ethiopian, Gothic, Armenian, Arabic, Georgian, Slavonic and Old Latin. aa. Even today, the Greek Septuagint remains the official Old Testament version of the Bible for the Greek Orthodox Church. bb. There are over 300 versions of the Septuagint. 41 4. Other Greek renderings or versions of the Old Testament: Because the New Testament Christians adopted the Septuagint as their own and because of the animosity of the Jews toward the Christians, the Jews decided that they needed their own translation. Often, theological arguments between the two factions had the Christians reaching for support in the Septuagint (which support they would get). This would irritate the Jewish unbelievers, who would occasionally refer back to the Hebrew to substantiate their own arguments. So, for the Jews, although they began as strong supporters of the LXX, they later changed their minds, during the 1 century. Christians, whose translation was called into question on the basis of the Hebrew, also began st to rethink their support of the Septuagint. Given these facts, plus the uneven nature of the Septuagint and that its Greek had changed over two centuries, Christians and Jews were inclined toward putting together additional similarly about the Septuagint. They saw this as an inspired version of Scripture (I suspect that this is the origin of some of the goofy stories which have come down to us concerning the translating of the Septuagint). So, there is this resistance of some to abandon the Septuagint. However, apparently there was enough debate and disagreement to allow for these other three versions to become commonly used by both Jews and Christians alike. e. Origen's Hexapla (circa 240-250 A.D.). Now this is a guy who I can relate to.
i. Because of the many Greek versions extant in his day, Origen attempted to assemble a Greek text which was faithful to the original Hebrew, and yet took into consideration the work that had already been done. In this regard, Origen might be thought of as the father of textual criticism. His work was more of a recension than an independent literary work. ii. Origen had a particular set of markings which he used. If there was an addition of text in the Septuagint, he marked that with an obelus. When it came to words that the Septuagint omitted, he marked those words with an asterisk. Therefore, a casual reader, knowing these facts, could instantly see the differences between the Septuagint and the Hebrew text. iii. Origen might also be thought of as the father of the parallel Bibles. His work was completed in six columns (hence the name Hexapla), which are given below:
Origen's Hexapla (6 Column Parallel Bible)
The Old Testament a. When Alexander the Great conquered the extensive area that he did, Koine Greek became the language of that land. b. As Rome began to conquer the west and the near east, Latin also became the language of the common people. c. Most people were trilingual. They spoke Greek, which became the literary language; they spoke their native dialect (see Acts 2); and they spoke Latin, the language of their conquerors. d. Greek remained the literary language for some time, particularly with the upper classes; however, Latin became the spoken language of the people-particularly at the market and in the military. As Rome grew in size and influence, so did the use of Latin until it finally became the dominant written language. Greek remained the literary language in the west and in Rome only until about the 3 century A.D. Testament is not a serious matter, as it was a translation of a translation (much of the New Testament was preserved, however). There were several versions circulated because many copies were made, formally and informally. Others, like Tertullian, who knew Greek and Latin, would, in his writings, make an on-the-spot Latin translation of a passage from the Greek. As Latin became the official language of the Church and as availability of writing materials increased, there was circulated a plethora of Latin manuscripts, even apart from the two chief versions, the African and European. f.
St. Jerome, born Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus (circa 340-420) was born to Christian parents, and went to Rome at age 12 to continue his studies, concentrating on Greek, Latin and pagan authors. He became a believer at age 19 and later in life, employed a Jewish rabbi to teach him Hebrew (374-379 the difference in age is simply our oldest manuscript vs. the original authoring of this targum. This particular Targum has been traditionally ascribed to Onkelos, which Geisler and Nix suggest was confounded with Aquila, who is a scholar who put together a slavishly literal Greek translation of the Hebrew Old Testament. If this were the case, then that would also explain the discrepancy 49 of the ages. In any case, when a reference is made to the Aramaic Targum in the Law, this is apparently equivalent to the Targum of Onkelos. x. There is also a Targum of the Prophets produced (probably) in Babylonia and ascribed to Jonathan ben Uzziel. This is from the 4 century A.D. and tends to be rather free in its paraphrase. xi. So, what we have is a tradition of maintaining the original Hebrew text, yet producing a text which could be read by the common man as well. xii. Whereas these targums are not significant when dealing with the determination of the actual original text, they are very helpful in the interpretation of this text and of individual words. In other words, they come into play when translating, but generally not in textual criticism. xiii. Obviously, where the Targums and some other combination of ancient texts are in agreement, then that is a significant reading and possibly superior to the MT. xiv. There is an interesting origin to these targums. During the public readings of the Hebrew text in the synagogues, as time went on and we approached the birth of our Lord, fewer and fewer Jews were able to understand the Hebrew language. They spoke Aramaic. Therefore, often, after a reading, a methurgeman ( a translator) would then stand up and give a paraphrase of what was just read, which actually provides a very interesting parallel to the New Testament church. As ii. Surprisingly enough, we do not know the original translators or the date of the translation; in fact, even as far back as Theodore of Mopsuestia, who died in 428, these origins were unknown. This does not mean that we have no clue. There are strong linguistic similarities between the Palestinian Aramaic Targum and the Syriac rendering of the Torah, so we know that they are closely related. Syriac is simply eastern Aramaic and is therefore called the Christian Aramaic. We do know that there were several translators or groups of translators, as the Aramaic is an uneven translation, much like the Septuagint. According to B. J. Roberts, the book of Psalms is a very free translation which belies considerable influence of the Septuagint; Proverbs and Ezekiel resemble the Targums; portions of Job are unintelligible, partially due to textual corruption and partially due to the influence of other translations. The Song of Solomon is a literal translation and the book of Ruth is a paraphrase. The Chronicles is very paraphrastic and contains elements of Midrash influence. I would assume that the translation arose almost organically from side-by-side Hebrew or Greek readings accompanied by one who translated into Aramaic. iii. R. Gunner goes into detail concerning the possible origins and I refer you to The New Bible Dictionary for more information. iv. There is the assumption that there was a revision made which (1) caused the Syriac version to be more in tune with the Septuagint (with mixed results) and/or (2) gave them an updated, official version. v. In 617-618, Paul of Mesopotamia assembled the Syro-Hexaplaric text, which is a Syriac version of Origen's Hexapla. It is unclear as to whether all, a portion or any of this text still exists. vi. Around the 9 century A.D., it also became known as the Peshitta, which means simple. It is th possible that it was given that designation because it was simple compared to the symbols used in the Syro-Hexaplaric version.
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vii. The Syriac Bible generally follows the Masoretic text, but is not to be taken as an independent witness. Its primary importance today is as a witness to the canon of Scripture (the Apocrypha was not translated). viii. As a knowledge of Hebrew became weaker and weaker in the Syria region, changes to the translation of the Syriac version were made that favored the Septuagint. So, the older the version of the Syriac, the closer it was to the Septuagint. ix. The version which we have is not the original, but a New Testament revision made by Rabbula, the bishop of Edessa (411-435 A.D. ). It appears as though this was combined with a Christian recension of the Syriac Old Testament (meaning, Rabbula did not revise the Old Testament himself?). x. Rabbula ordered that copies of his version be placed in every church in his diocese. One might refer to this as the authorized version of Scripture in Syriac. The result is that we have 250+ manuscripts of the Peshitta, which date back to the 4 century A.D. Arabic, Nestorian and Slavonic versions. These all have various reasons why they are not reasonable texts to be used to correct the Old Testament text that we work with. Generally, the problem might be that they are a translation of a translation or that they are later works which are contemporary with the Masoretic text. Why use a translation of a translation from the 9 century if we have a Hebrew text from th the same time period whose accuracy is much more assured? 7. The Talmud and Midrash, which are, more or less, Jewish commentaries on the Law (or, Torah), are of little help to us because of their great legalistic approach. However, they do quote Scripture and their quotations are essentially the same as what we find in the MT (most of the Talmud is written in Aramaic; given the Targums which we have, we would not expect the quotations of Old Testament to be exact word-for-word renderings). 8. Despite this comparative rarity of manuscripts, the deviations between existing manuscripts have little or no effect upon the major doctrines of the Old Testament and only occasionally cause us problems with regards to the actual history which took place. The greatest problems are with the identification of certain places and people. Even these problems are infrequent and, again, do not affect the major doctrines of Scripture. Gleason Archer comments that the two copies of Isaiah which were found in Qumran Cave I proved to be word for word identical with our standard Hebrew Bible in more than 95% of the text. The 5% of variation consisted chiefly of obvious slips of the pen and variations in spelling. The self-imposed rules of the Massorites were strict and resulted in very few variants when a text was copied. c. These manuscripts are reasonably close to the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Old Testament;
and we have older copies of the Septuagint than we do of the Masoretic text. d. We have the witness of the Samaritan Pentateuch, the various targums and the Latin Vulgate to further confirm the text of the Old Testament. e. Finally, and most importantly, the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls produced almost a complete Old Testament a millennium older than our Masoretic texts, and we have a very strong agreement between the texts. See the final point of this doctrine which illustrates this. 11. A summation of the witness of the translations/versions and other witnesses:
a. Versions of the Old Testament alone include the Septuagint, the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the Babylonian Targums. The Samaritan Pentateuch is not, strictly speaking, a version, but the actual Hebrew text. It is supposed that there were a few changes made, however, in their manuscript to suit their location in northern Israel. b. Versions of the Old and New Testaments include the Old Syriac, the Old Latin, the Latin Vulgate, and several which I did not mention. All in all, there are 9000 manuscript copies of these versions extant today.
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c. There are also quotations of the Old Testament made by Philo the philosopher, Josephus the historian and numerous rabbis. 12. The result is that we can be certain of 95% of the text of the Old Testament, and reasonably certain of the remainder. There might be 1-3% of Old Testament Scripture that we cannot unequivocally pin it down to the exact words; however, rarely does that affect the general meaning and almost never does this affect the doctrines of Scripture. When there are serious problems with the exegesis, then I certainly deal with those problems in depth-for some, too much depth.
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Topic Five: Textual Abnormalities, Variants, Errors, and Alterations I had originally scattered these topics throughout, inserting them where they seemed to fit historically, but I believe that it would be better to place all of these topics together. What we will examine here is each and every possible problem, question, variant, abnormality and alteration which has occurred in the Old Testament text.
1.
A variant is where one manuscript differs from another; or where one passage of a version or another ancient manuscript of the Old Testament clearly came from a passage which read differently than the Masoretic text, e.g. our example from 1Sam. 14:18 where the Hebrew text reads ark and the Greek text reads ephod. That is an example of a variant; and, in this case, a very significant one. 2. There are fewer variants in the Old Testament than in the New.
a. There are fewer manuscripts, which, generally speaking, would give us fewer variants. b. The rules which guided the scribes and masorites in making copies of the Old Testament were rigid, uncompromising and confining. Recall that a scribe was not to copy even a single letter from memory. c. We theorize that the scribes and masorites destroyed manuscripts which were old or contained errors.
3. An abnormality is some oddity about the text which indicates that, at one time, someone thought there might be a problem with the text or someone was leaving some obscure note concerning the text. For some of these abnormalities, the problem could have originally meant nothing and been simply the result of a damaged original manuscript or the slip of the pen of the scribe. A textual abnormality is generally not a variation in text. We find these abnormalities consistently throughout our history of manuscripts. 4. Then, there are places where we are certain that the original text was altered. In many cases, you will probably be surprised as to why the text was changed. 5. Under the Sopherim, there occurred a number of textual abnormalities. These were not necessarily mistakes and it is possible that they were meaningless; however, throughout the ages, marginal notes would be inserted, along with marks and dots, and even letters would be written in an unusual way. These abnormalities, most of which date back to the time of the Sopherim, would then be preserved in subsequent manuscripts, even though their original intent is often unknown. To get a better handle on this, it may be instructive to know exactly what some of these abnormalities were: a. There were 37 times in the Old Testament where certain letters were written larger than normal. A paseq (Î) or perpendicular divider was inserted in 48 places between two words. In some cases, it was to separate the divine name from the word that followed; in other cases, it separated two words that should not have been accidentally united (sometimes the final consonant of the first word was the same as the first consonant of the second word). g. There are 15 places where dots were placed over certain letters or words. It is guessed that these (1) refer to questionable renderings of the text or (2) the scribe made an error in copying and that is indicated with the dot. Generally, in the margin, is the word nâkâdh (pointed); which could also be nâkôdh (speckled) or nikkûdh (punctuation). These passages are: Gen. 25. There were places where the letters of a word were transposed in reading (Joshua 6:13). Most of these changes were a matter of grammar or logic. a. As we examine this, you might be thinking this stuff seems to be pretty trivial on the whole. In a sense, you are right. These variants do not represent some large scale change from fundamental doctrine A to fundamental doctrine B. These variants are trivial when it comes to establishing the fundamental doctrines of our faith; however, this is the Word of God and scholars therefore are attempting to most accurately determine for us what the original text is. 8. Similarly, there are a number of passages which are written differently than they are read aloud. Many examples are innocuous-the difference is the spelling of an individual's name (Gen. 14:8 36:4, 14). However, there are a considerable number of places where Adonai was read, but Jehovah was written. 9. There are approximately 350 times when a word appears to be added to the text for the purpose of clarification or explanation. This word is precede by the Aramaic word sebir, which means suppose. The collection of these clarifications is called Sebirim. 10. The next thing to consider are the actual scribal errors. Although many of these probably took place during the time of the Sopherim, they could have occurred at any time during the transmission of the Old Testament text. a. Visual errors: i.
The Hebrew text was originally written with no vowels and no spaces (the Greek was written in all capitals with no spaces). The illustration given by Geisler and Nix is heisnowhere could be read he is now here or he is nowhere. When the vowels are removed, then it makes the reading even more difficult (hsnwhr). ii. It is not unusual in the Hebrew to confused one letter for another-particularly when an old manuscript is the source that is being copied. á, ë, â and (bêyth, kaph, gimel and nun) are four letters which are very similar. Mem (î) can look like the combination of yodh ( é) or wâw (å) and one of those letters. Mem, at the end of a word (í), can also be confounded with ñ. Daleth (ã) and resh (1) A scribe might change the spelling of a proper noun to a more popular spelling or to a more localized spelling. (2) A scribe might smooth out rough grammar, e.g., change a masculine noun into a feminine one to agree with the verb. This is not unlike the changes made in the NKJV, which carefully follows the KJV, but updates the language. We find no tradition with the Samaritans of the same sort of discipline found in the Masoretes or in the scribes of the Sopherim era. The fact that text has been altered to suit their geographical location indicates by itself that this group did not have the respect for God's Word that they should. Therefore, all variants between this and the Masoretic text should generally be weighed heavily in favor of the Masoretic text. 12. There is at least one other consideration and that is the word separation and the letters themselves.
a. The Autographs were written without any separation between the words. Therefore, it had to be determined where one word stopped and another began. b. The lettering of the Hebrew changed. Today, we can read a Hebrew verse without the divisions of words and can pick out where the words should be divided simply because the letters k, m, n, p and ts haven ending forms-that is, the letter is shaped differently to indicate that one has come to the end of a word. It is important to note that most historians accept the face value veracity of most of these ancient works, despite the fact that there are only a few remaining copies and that these copies were made generally a millennium after the original. Also note that, in terms of ancient literature, there is nothing which compares to Scripture. Obviously, determining the correct text is a lot of work. Why didn't God just preserve the text of His Word? Why can't be simply say, "If the King James Version was good enough for the Apostle Paul, then it is good enough for us."
Ending Forms for Hebrew Letters
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1. God has set up a program where we do not go from 0 to 100 in an instant. Although we are saved instantly and possess eternal life forever, our life on this earth does not go from sinful behavior to perfect behavior (although the change can be remarkable). 2. Therefore, we should not be shocked that some daily growth is involved, which involves the study of God's Word. 3. We were not given the command to grow on our own; we are connected to a local church, which is a part of the Church, which is the body of Christ. Our growth is connected directly to the function of that local church. 4. Within the local church, there are men with various gifts which aide our spiritual growth. The most important gift is that of the pastor-teacher, who has spent many years studying God's Word so that he can present it accurately. 5. However, besides this pastor-teacher, there are thousands of men with various spiritual gifts upon whose shoulders he stands. He is dependent upon experts in Greek and Hebrew; upon theologians; and upon textual critics. 6. A pastor can, if he so chooses, present the Word correctly and completely to his congregation. However, he must depend upon those who have gone before him, just as his congregation must depend upon him. Our body functions like a body, insofar as there is this inter-connectivity, apart from which, no part of the body functions well without the rest of the body. 7. Just as there are a variety of spiritual gifts during the inception of the Church which are no longer functioning today; today there are an even greater variety of spiritual gifts which were not a part of the early Church. 8. Even though it was more likely that a completely correct text of any New Testament book would be available to the Apostles, such a thing was not true of the Old Testament, and they depended upon, primarily, the Septuagint. This does not mean that the Septuagint was faultless. 9. Finally, and most importantly, the Bible has always been a careful blend of God's Word and man's writing.
The Bible is the written word, just as Jesus Christ is the Living Word, also a careful amalgamation of the divine and the human. Therefore, there is no reason to suppose that the human aspect of Scripture should ever completely disappear-at least, not in this dispensation. 10. With the help of hundreds and thousands of men, all functioning within the parameters of their specific spiritual gifts, we can ascertain nearly perfectly the true text of the Old Testament. 11. No major doctrine is affected by a disputed reading in the Greek New Testament or in the Hebrew Old Testament.
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Topic Eight: The Rules for Textual Criticism significantly different to other Bible translation, their rendering is suspect. Therefore, when we find readings in the Samaritan Pentateuch which show preference of locations in the northern kingdom over those in the southern kingdom, that indicates doctrinal bias, and such readings are inferior. 5. Quite obviously, if you open up any set of 3 or more translations and read a chapter, you will still find disagreements. Geisler and Nix explain that textual criticism is an art as well as a science. a. For instance, a mis-copied letter, which could be the error of the scribe or a poor original manuscript, could result in bad grammar or in a passage which is more difficult to understand. In a case like this, good grammar and the simple reading are to be preferred. b. The most common problem which would arise is that there are two rules, even from the same category, which yield a different result. This is where the science of textual criticism becomes the art of textual criticism. c. Geisler and Nix offer up two suggestions rules for weighing the evidence:
i. External evidence is more important than internal evidence, chiefly because it is more objective. ii. Any decision to prefer one reading over another must take into account all types of evidence and they must be weighed carefully against one another.
Topic Nine: Three Illustrations of Textual Criticism 72 1. Zech. 12:10: a. The RSV follows the Theodotion version (circa 120 A.D.), rendering this passage: "When they look on him whom they have pierced." b. The KJV and the ASV render this: "They shall look upon me [Jehovah is speaking] whom they have pierced." They followed the masoretic text. c. The masoretic text is a much more recent manuscript, and is therefore preferred. d. However, the masoretic text is in the original Hebrew, and therefore it is to be preferred (the Theodotion version is Greek). e. The reading of the KJV and the ASV is preferred for the following reasons:
i. The MT is in the original language, and therefore preferred. ii. For the Jew, when Jehovah says, "They will look upon Me, whom they have pierced", this is more difficult for them to explain. That also makes this reading the preferred reading. iii. At the time of the translation of the Theodotion version, we would certainly have some of those who would doctrinally oppose Jesus being made equal to God-this would certainly explain the reason for the alteration found in the Theodotion text. iv. This could also reflect a belief in the Trinity, and the translator was distinguishing between God the Father (Jehovah of this passage) and God the Son. The mistake is not realizing that Jehovah of the Old Testament could refer to any member of the Trinity. v. Finally, with the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls (which occurred long after the KJV and ASV were assembled), the older reading turned out to be me rather than him. 2. Ex. 1:5:
a. The Masoretic text reads that 70 men and women moved to Egypt whereas the New Testament (Acts 7:14) and the Septuagint tell us that 75 moved to Egypt. This has caused many to come up with ingenious ways to harmonize the Old and New Testaments. b. We have since discovered at Qumran a fragment of a scroll containing Exodus which reads seventy-five souls. c. We still have the problem of Gen. 46:27, which reads 70. The full explanation and harmonization of these passages is beyond realm of this particular study. Our purpose was simply to determine the disputed text of Ex. 
Glossary Documentary Hypothesis
Documentary Hypothesis (which is a part of Higher Criticism, as opposed to textual criticism, which is known as Lower Criticism) examines the actual writing and source of our Old Testament documents. However, certain groups of these have developed specific postulates hand-in-hand with their theories. They have decided that the people who have traditionally been assigned as authors to the Old Testament text are not actually the authors. Instead, the Old Testament has its origins in several texts which were originally written by those with a specific viewpoint, and then wove together by others with specific viewpoints. The end result is that some books, like Leviticus, were originally written by two main sources, the Elohist (who used the name Elohim a lot) and the Jehovist (who uses the name Jehovah a lot). Then a priest came along with the intention of giving credence to the priesthood, and wove these manuscripts together with a priestly emphasis. Although their purposes are purported to be scholarly, the real intention is to destroy faith in God's Word.
External Evidence
With external evidence, we are concerned more with the date and origin of the manuscripts being examined. This is not unlike determining the importance of a book by examining its cover and introductory pages.
Gemara
Gemara means to complete, to accomplish, to learn. This was essentially a commentary on the Mishnah written in Aramaic. The Palestinian Gemara dates to 200 A.D. and the more authoritative Babylonian Gemara dates back to 500 A.D. The Mishnah combined with the Gemara make up the Talmud.
Geniza
Geniza comes from the word ganaz, which means to hide. This was a room within a synagogue where worthless documents and old manuscripts were placed. It was a tradition that if a document with the name of God was on it, it must be properly disposed of when the manuscript became old. Such documents were often first placed in the geniza, and later buried in consecrated ground, often with a revered man.
Internal Evidence
For internal evidence, one actually opens the book and reads it. The two categories of internal evidence are transcriptional (which depends upon the scribes and the transmission of the manuscripts) and intrinsic evidence (which depends upon the style and background of the author).
Intrinsic Evidence
Determining the best reading of any given passage by examining the author's habits, vocabulary, doctrine, and background is called intrinsic evidence.
Midrash
The Midrash (which means textual study, textual interpretation) was a doctrinal and homiletical exposition of the Old Testament. These were actually a group of works which included explanations, procedures, proverbs and parables. They were assembled into one document between 100 B.C. and 300 A.D. Given the time frame during which this was written, I would assume the language was Aramaic.
Mishnah
Mishna means repetition, explanation, teaching and is known to the Jews as the Second Law, the first being the Law of Moses. It was completed about 200 A.D. and was a compilation of all of the oral laws which dated back (supposedly) to the time of Moses and was written in Hebrew. The Mishnah combined with the Gemara make up the Talmud.
Recension
This is a revision of an existing literary work. In a recension, one looks to update and correct previous errors rather than to produce an entirely new version. For instance, the NRSV or the NASB are recensions, while God's Word™ is a new version. 
